A Faint First Reception 2
For the classical period of American Philosophy (1860 Philosophy ( -1914 , historians were facing at least two classical riddles, concerning France: (2) The second one is still unsolved: Why did Théodule Ribot, the editor of the brand new Revue philosophique, choose to publish the two first papers of the Illustrations of the Logic of Science series? 2 The archives from the Revue philosophique have provided no clue so far. 3 Peirce's texts must have been deemed paradigmatic of the new philosophic style endorsed by the Revue, discussing logic, psychology and science, under Ribot's editorship, but knowing how and when exactly Ribot got acquainted with them is still a mystery. Interestingly, publishing the two first Illustrations as a kind of stand-alone version of the "Logic of science," as Peirce would sometimes wish to do later on, was also encouraging misunderstandings: it was cutting this "Logic of science" from the examination of the modes of inference, from the theory of probability, from the problems of uniformity and of the order of nature. All this involves a significant kind of distortion. Contemporary readers should keep in mind that The Popular Science Monthly, The Journal of Speculative Philosophy, and even in some respects, later, The Monist, the main philosophical sources for Peirce's thought, were not easily accessible at that time in France, so much so that these two papers remained for a long time the one and only source for Peirce in French.
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This being said, the first French reception is paradoxical enough: as mentioned, Peirce's Illustrations have been published very early in French but until recently Peirce never reached the kind of recognition he enjoyed in Italy, and maybe in England (See here Maddalena and Hookway). 4 
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In the English-speaking world, there were at least four of Peirce's contemporaries who had clearly perceived his genius while he was alive: W. K. Clifford in England, but he died at 33, James in America, but he clearly referred to Peirce to say something else (the very nature of the "else" in question being still a matter of controversy), Lady Welby in England, but it was very late in Peirce's life, to which one should certainly add Royce, with the same proviso. They had no French counterparts, there was no young French Ogden discovering the semiotic work. Peirce has been read, but Peirce's disciples, those at least who were able to gain some knowledge of Peirce's contribution to Logic, whether it was Royce himself or his students, have only had a dim echo in France. If we compare with another pragmatist, there was no one who played the active role Renouvier played for James, no equivalent of what Bergson would be to him after 1900. 7 Peirce was not totally absent, for sure, but he was definitely a minor, or even a "repressed," voice in the pre-1914 literature:
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(1) Paul Tannery devoted a few notes to Peirce's writings, and, even if he did not do Peirce full justice, he clearly perceived what was at stake in the new logic of relations that Peirce was building. 5 
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(2) When the quarrel over pragmatism started, in particular after 1904, it would become a topos in each and every account to mention Peirce's role as the inventor of pragmatism and to speculate about the "larger" version James was offering, which confined Peirce into the role of a forerunner, a dangerous category indeed. translated in France in 1910, and Peirce was put on a foothold with Bergson and James as far as "synectic pluralism" was concerned, and Peirce's tychism and synechism were compared to Bergson's "devenir réel" and Creative Evolution.
A Peircean Craze?
14 The next step occurs in the 1960s, when the publication of the Collected Papers was complete. There are mentions of Peirce before, when the first volumes of the CP were published, in the 1930s, but nothing comparable to the kind of hype Peirce "enjoyed" later in the 1960s.
15 It is always easy, with the benefit of hindsight, to tell in which ways earlier scholars were partial in their reading of Peirce, whether they emphasized Peirce's semiotics, his epistemology, whether they overlooked Peirce's account of continuity or his architectonics: one can easily start compiling a long series of "misunderstandings" or of "misuses." It is certainly true that the emphasis on Peirce's post-1880s doctrine of signs had shortcomings, but in the context of structuralism and post-structuralism, it is the aspect that was the most salient to contemporaries, in the same way perhaps as his formulations of the pragmatist maxim were germane to logical positivists in 1930s, and it prompted a good deal of interest in Peirce's texts.
16 During that period, Gérard Deledalle (1921 Deledalle ( -2003 , who received a H. Schneider Award in 1990 for his outstanding achievements, has been a pivotal figure, as far as Peirce's recognition in France is concerned. His doctoral work -his Thèse d'État -was on Dewey's theory of Experience and was soon followed by his translation of the Logic and of Democracy and Education. But the French public, for a large part, has discovered Peirce through his edition/translation of Peirce's late texts on Semiotics (Peirce and Deledalle, 1978) . Deledalle showed, through comments and annotations, that Peirce's semiotics was much more promising than the dualisms of the main reference for French structuralists and post-structuralists, Saussure.
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Écrits sur le signe is where Deleuze found one of the main inspirations for his twofold book on Cinema, in particular for the classifications of signs and for the obvious resources provided by a non-linguistic semiotics for filmanalysis: Deledalle's volume is explicitly credited in the course that provided the materials for the book. 9 17 It would be wrong, though, to make of this edited book the main reference about Peirce for the 1970s, for several reasons: it was anticipated by Deledalle's history of American philosophy (La philosophie américaine, 1954), which dealt with many other aspects, and by a very useful anthology on Pragmatism (Deledalle, 1971) . Deledalle also stressed the relevance of Peirce to contemporary philosophical debates (Deledalle, 1990) . But on the whole it is fair to say that it is Peirce as a semiotician who took the lion's share in that account, where semiotics is the foundation of the philosophical contribution. This course of events took place through research papers, Philosophy of signs (Deledalle, 2000) some samples of his works on Peirce. Finally, Deledalle's work was not confined to purely semiotic texts, he was in charge, with colleagues, of the translation of In Search for a Method (following roughly the plan designed by Peirce in the 1890s) and also, even if it was published posthumously, of a selection of entries from Baldwin's Dictionary (Deledalle et al., 2007) .
18 Still, a closer study of Peirce's reception in the late 1950s and in the 1960s, after the publication of the CP was completed, also shows that there was a Peirce "hype" before the translations of the 1970s and before the Pragmatism revival of the 1980s. If Peirce's doctrine of signs was the prominent feature during that period, one should mention at least three significant uses of Peirce before Deledalle's translations:
19 (1) Derrida has passing references to Peirce and is claimed to have worked on Peirce's texts when he was doing some research at Harvard in 1950. He quotes from Peirce in De la Grammatologie (in the chapter, "Linguistics and Grammatology"), where he came close to claiming Peirce as a deconstructionist: "Peirce -Derrida writes -goes very far in the direction that I have called the de-construction of the transcendental signified, which, at one time or another, would place a reassuring end to the reference from sign to sign. I have identified logo-centrism and the metaphysics of presence as the exigent, powerful, systematic, and irrepressible desire for such a signified." (Derrida 1976, 49 .) The question of whether Derrida's own notion of deconstruction and differance could be thus traced to Peirce's unlimited semiosis has fueled fierce debates.
20 (2) A mere glance at Lacan's seminar, for example, might comfort us into thinking that it is a merely "mercenary" use of Peirce's semiotic texts and of the notion of the "quadrant".
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But a close reading of the 1972 sessions shows, for example, that there were also more extended readings of Peirce in the same seminar, for example through a presentation by François Récanati on zero-ness, on the potential, and continuity. Récanati, who was to become and is still a leading figure in philosophy of language and of mind, clearly traces today the intuition of his more recent works, including Mental Files, back to the work he made on Peirce very early in his career: "The basic idea can be traced to Peirce, one of the first philosophers I studied in my early years: there is an irreducibly indexical component in our thought, without which representation would not be possible. We think about objects in virtue of standing in certain relations to them. That's the core idea of the book." 12 21 (3) Another telling use, more discreet but perhaps more decisive for the last part of our story, at least for the French philosophers versed into the analytic style, was GillesGaston Granger, starting with his Essai d'une philosophie du style (Granger, 1968) . If there are important differences between Granger and Peirce, in particular over the interpretation of triadicity, he credited Peirce with the most complete account of signs to date and many readers have discovered the semiotic triangle and Peirce's series of interpretants in Granger's book and in the following publications, which led to see that another, more systematic, use of Peirce, distinct from the semiotic craze, was possible. Granger stressed that how "fascinating" Peirce's texts on the signs were (op. cit., 114) and for many readers and young scholars, it opened new avenues for rational thought. and it would be interesting to know how many students experienced the same thing while Bouveresse was Professor at Paris I.
25 During this period, several influential works were published. For example Pierre Thibaud, at Aix-en-Provence, has contributed fundamental work on key notions of semiotics and the graphs (Thibaud 1975) . It is important for the reader to know that, up to the 1990s, a Professor had to defend two dissertations: a thèse de troisième cycle, a relatively short dissertation, and, some ten or sometimes fifteen years later, a thèse d'État, exceeding 1000 pages sometimes, and providing a quarry of manuscripts, texts and books for decades. Christiane Chauviré, who published several papers on Peirce already in the 1970s, started her thesis in 1975 and defended it at Paris I in 1988, while she was a Professor at Besançon; the advisor was S. Bachelard and Chauviré provided an account of the semiotic and logic of vagueness, with a keen interest in the philosophy of mathematics. Parts of it are published in Peirce et la signification (Chauviré, 1995) and L'oeil mathématique (Chauviré, 2008) , and some other papers, where Peirce and Wittgenstein, as well as Hintikka, Quine and Popper often dialogue, can be found in Le grand miroir (Chauviré, 2004) . Chauviré made very frequent use of Peirce in her courses and seminars at Paris I Panthéon Sorbonne, and she contributed to the translation of Peirce's 1898 Lectures. She was also in charge of a seminar "Mental et social," with Sandra Laugier and Jean-Jacques Rosat, starting in 1996, the subject of which was mainly Wittgenstein, but where Peirce (as well as James) was frequently discussed. At Paris I, the 
